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DETAILED ACTION 

This action is in response to the application filed on June 16, 2006. 
Clainns 1-8 have been examined. 

Priority 

Receipt is acknowledged of papers submitted under 35 U.S.C. 1 19(a)-(d), which 
papers have been placed of record in the file. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification sliall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 4, 7 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 4 recites the limitation "the report file" in line 2. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim 

Claims 7 and 8 both recite the limitation "the report file" in line 1 . There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 

form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 
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Claims 1 and 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Campbell et al (Automatically Detecting and Visualizing Errors in UML Diagrams). 

As to claim 1 , Campbell teaches a method for verifying rules on UML models 
(see Abstract - automated structural and behavioral analyses applicable to UML 
diagrams; in addition to intra and inter-diagram consistency checks, we discuss how 
simulation and model checking can be used in tandem for behavioral analysis of the 
UML diagrams), wherein after having established a model, the data of the model are 
structured so as to render them utilizable by the "Model In Action" tool MIA (see Fig. 2 
and associated text, e.g. page 266 1st col. 1st paragraph - we developed a modeling 
and visualization framework to support a number of tasks necessary to model and 
analyze UML diagrams; these tasks have been automated in a tool called Minerva and 
include the following capabilities: graphical construction of syntactically correct UML 
diagrams; graph oriented consistency checks within UML diagrams), this tool is made to 
produce a verification file (i.e. trace data output from SPIN model checker - see Fig.2 
and associated text, e.g. page 267 1st col. 1st paragraph - if a claim is violated, the 
model checking produces a counterexample, which is a sequence of execution steps 
that demonstrates how the claim was violated) and a verification report readable by a 
user is produced on the basis of this file (see page 269 2"'' col. 3^'' paragraph - by 
designing Minerva to automatically process trace data output from SPIN simulation 
executions and counterexamples; Minerva can also reformat the analysis results into a 
human-readable report for inclusion in documentation as a supplement to or annotation 
for graphical diagrams). 
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As to claim 2, Campbell teaches the method as claimed in claim 1 , wherein the 
verified rules are one at least of the rules relating to the consistency of the model (see 
page 265 1^' col. 2"^^ paragraph - using SPIN'S model checking facility, we were able to 
check requirements based properties for the entire collection of UML diagrams for a 
given system). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 3 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Campbell et al (Automatically Detecting and Visualizing Errors in UML 
Diagrams) in view of Kovse et al (Generic XMI-Based UML Model 

Transformations). 

As to claim 3, Campbell teaches the method as claimed in claim 1 , but does not 
specifically teach wherein the file of the model, established in the UML format, Is 
exported in the XMI format to the MIA tool. In an analogous art, however, Kovse is cited 
to teach wherein the file of the model, established in the UML format, is exported In the 
XMI format to the MIA tool (see page 192 2"^^ paragraph - a UML model mi is given; a 
human or software agent wants to transform mi, i.e. add, remove, or modify model 
elements to obtain a model i+1 and page 193 1st paragraph - the agent produces an 
XMI document describing the transformation that has to be applied to obtain the model 
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mi+1). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to have combined the teachings of Campbell and Kovse in order to 
provide users with an improved technique that would promote model reuse and also 
speed up the modeling process, as disclosed by Kovse (see Conclusion page 196). 

As to claim 6, Campbell teaches the method as claimed in claim 2, but does not 
specifically teach wherein the file of the model, established in the UML format, is 
exported in the XMI format to the MIA tool. In an analogous art, however, Kovse is cited 
to teach wherein the file of the model, established in the UML format, is exported in the 
XMI format to the MIA tool (see page 192 2"^^ paragraph - a UML model mi is given; a 
human or software agent wants to transform mi, i.e. add, remove, or modify model 
elements to obtain a model i+1 and page 193 1st paragraph - the agent produces an 
XMI document describing the transformation that has to be applied to obtain the model 
mi+1). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the Invention to have combined the teachings of Campbell and Kovse in order to 
provide users with an improved technique that would promote model reuse and also 
speed up the modeling process, as disclosed by Kovse (see Conclusion page 196). 

Claims 4, 5 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Campbell et al (Automatically Detecting and Visualizing Errors in UML Diagrams) 
in view of Berenbach et al (US Patent 7,480,893 B2). 

As to claim 4, Campbell teaches the method as claimed in claim 1, but does not 
specifically teach wherein the report file produced by the MIA tool is in the XML format. 
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In an analogous art, however, Berenbach is cited to teach wherein the report file 
produced by the MIA tool {i.e. modeling application, see Fig. 3, 301 and associated text) 
is in the XML format (see col.7 lines 36-38 and line 45-46). It would have been obvious 
to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have combined the 
teachings of Campbell and Berenbach in order to provide an improved method of model 
checking that would reduce the overall design, development and testing costs, as 
disclosed by Berenbach (see col.1 lines 58-60). 

As to claim 5, Berenbach further teaches wherein the file in the XML format 
produced by the tool is converted into the XSLT format so as to be transformed into a 
document file of another appropriate format (see col.7 lines 36-38 and line 45-46). 

As to claim 7, Campbell teaches the method as claimed in claim 2, but does not 
specifically teach wherein the report file produced by the MIA tool is in the XML format. 
In an analogous art, however, Berenbach is cited to teach wherein the report file 
produced by the MIA tool (i.e. modeling application, see Fig. 3, 301 and associated text) 
is in the XML format (see col.7 lines 36-38 and line 45-46). It would have been obvious 
to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have combined the 
teachings of Campbell and Berenbach in order to provide an improved method of model 
checking that would reduce the overall design, development and testing costs, as 
disclosed by Berenbach (see col.1 lines 58-60). 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Campbell et 
a! (Automatically Detecting and Visualizing Errors in UML Diagrams) in view of 
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Kovse et al (Generic XMI-Based UML Model Transformations), as applied to claim 
3 above, and further in view of Berenbach et al (US Patent 7,480,893 82). 

As to claim 8, Campbell in view of Kovse teaches the limitations of claim 3, but 
does not specifically teach wherein the file in the XML format produced by the tool is 
converted into the XSLT format so as to be transformed into a document file of another 
appropriate format. In an analogous art, however, Berenbach is cited to teach wherein 
the file in the XML format produced by the tool is converted into the XSLT format so as 
to be transformed into a document file of another appropriate format (see col. 7 lines 36- 
38 and line 45-46). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to have combined the teachings of Campbell and Kovse with 
those of Berenbach in order to provide an improved method of model checking that 
would reduce the overall design, development and testing costs, as disclosed by 
Berenbach (see col.1 lines 58-60). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to CHENECA SMITH whose telephone number is 
(571)270-1651 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 7:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Dam can be reached on (571)272-3695. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding tine status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/CHENECA SMITH/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2192 
4/19/2010 



/Tuan Q. Dam/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2192 



